RELU-RUF Workshop: Values and Decision-making – Meeting Notes

Forest Research (FR), 8 April 2011

Present: 8 FR researchers.  The report has been anonymised referring to researchers as ‘R’ (R1, R2, … R8), colleagues not present as R9, R10 etc, and other staff within the Forestry Commission as ‘P’ (P1, P2, …).
Workshop Aims

· Contribute FR's (and others') expertise on values and valuation (and particularly cultural values) in relation to forest/landscape governance issues in the rural-urban fringe (RUF)
· Get our thoughts on paper in terms of key principles and suitable tools/techniques that are relevant to policy and planning for the RUF
· Critically reflect on lessons from the past and how we would like to shape the future (policy, practice, research)

Proposed Key/Overarching Questions

1. Which values currently count in (what types of) decision-making? (particular focus on ‘cultural values’ in planning and management and in relation to ecosystems services approach; consider changing nature of the decision-making space)
2. What are the problems with that?  Where / when / why do contestation and conflict occur?

3. What methods or approaches can improve decision-making processes and outcomes / help overcome identified barriers and problems?

Specific Questions for Discussion
1. Values

1.1 What definitions exist of ‘values’, ‘cultural values’, ‘economic values’?
1.2 How do they relate?

1.3 What/who has influenced your thinking about values?

1.4 Is there anything you feel is missing / unhelpful / annoying relating to ‘values’ research/work and its use in policy, decision-making and management?

2. Decision-making approaches and techniques
2.1 What approaches and techniques are used in ‘valuations’ / to take account of different values in decision-making?

2.2 Which do you prefer / use? Why?  How has your / others’ thinking on this evolved?
2.3 What could be improved / should be changed?

3. ‘Cultural values’ in planning and ecosystem assessments
3.1 How are cultural values accounted for in spatial/regional/local planning? Why? Consider changes / evolution of it and reflect on lessons learnt (draw on FC experience and beyond, focus on RUF)
3.2 How are cultural values accounted for in ecosystem assessments? Why?

3.3 What should be improved / can we change?

Agenda

11:00
Context of this workshop: RELU-RUF activities and policy brief series

11:10
Explain and reflect on ‘values’ definitions; add/revise as appropriate

12:00
Focus on questions 1.2 to 1.4 around ‘values’

12:30
LUNCH

13:00
Focus on questions around decision-making approaches and techniques

13:45
Focus on questions around ‘cultural values’ in planning processes and in ecosystem assessments

14:30
Clarify any follow-on action points

Key Points that Emerged from the Workshop
1. Economic values and economic evidence are important aspects that influence decision-making but they are not necessarily (and we think should not be) dominating decision-making.  Adopting an economic perspective or ‘logic’ as part of a holistic appraisal or decision-making process could assist in considering factors/impacts such as ‘additionality’ and ‘displacement’.
2. Cultural values are difficult to define but include long-term benefits or fundamental characteristics that are deeply meaningful, as well as core principles such as fairness.
3. Decision-making is taken to be the outcome of a process not a specific action in time.  Decision-making is not just influenced by quantitative and qualitative evidence but also by existing networks, practices etc.  Legitimacy and ‘good practice’ may change with context and over time.
4. Complex computer-based ‘models’ to support decision-frameworks may lose out over simpler decision support tools because they cannot be as easily understood and may lack transparency – even though the actual outcomes may be more accurate and comprehensive.
5. Evidence and arguments that can be more simply explained and understood may get prioritised in decision-making as they can be more easily defended.  So while we advocate the benefits of holistic approaches and addressing complexity, simpler approaches or models are often favoured.  Rather than abandoning holistic, more complex approaches, ‘simple key messages’ need to be produced alongside and communicated to the relevant audiences.
6. Designations are powerful in influencing current spatial and RUF planning and decision-making.  There are likely to be some challenges/changes ahead with the implementation of the European Landscape Convention which also emphasises the value of ‘ordinary’/common landscapes.
7. Guidance and techniques are available for eliciting values, including economic and socio-cultural values.  There appears, however, to be a lack of guidance on how to balance different types of values and opportunities to ‘operationalise’ these approaches in actual policy or project decision-making processes.

8. It is unclear how DEFRA’s participatory and deliberative techniques to value ecosystem services
 may filter into the existing planning system.  There is an opportunity to support planners in championing the application of an ecosystem approach.
9. Environmental and other impact assessments in the UK are too mono-dimensional, instrumental and separate.  Cultural values are rarely explicitly part, and rarely properly unpacked.
10. Culture is not a given but has to be negotiated and revealed; this requires participatory and inclusive processes. 
More Detailed Notes on the Discussion

Clarifications

Is there any different between rural-urban fringe (RUF) and peri-urban (PU)? Why did we choose the term RUF?  Does the RUF have a recognised definition?  How much of the ‘urban’ comes into it?  Ventured answers: We’re looking at infrastructure planning and issues.  The RELU RUF project seems to have come from a more rural perspective, but includes partners who have very much worked with fringe areas and also urban space.  Element of transition and RUF as a ‘transitionary zone’ thought to be useful in terms of defining RUF: periphery, complexity of land uses…
R6: “I find the idea of [the RUF as an area of] transition really useful.  I don’t think I have come across a formal spatial definition [of the RUF].”

R4: “You find it useful as a researcher, but I am sure for a planner it is a complete headache.”
R6: “Yeah, but I mean the planners have nice straight administrative boundaries, but yeah…”

Can and should we map the RUF areas?  What criteria and parameters would we use to delineate the RUF space?  Would this be meaningful – what would be the benefits?  A more pragmatic approach would be to define the RUF for specific problems or research question rather than attempt general mapping exercise.  However, the question of mapping highlighted the difficulty of where to draw the boundaries: what is part of and/or typical of the RUF?
R4 (talking about mapping and defining the RUF): “It’s an ill-defined space.”

Spatial Planning, Ecosystem Services: common/similar principles and cross-sectoral and multi-scalar approach.  R1 flagged up whether / assumed that planners will think hard about the European Landscape Convention (ELC) and that the ELC would drive the holistic approach.  In terms of governance and real world decision-making are we talking about Local Plans being done in that framework?  How is it applied?  How do the values and principles feed into the actual decision-making process?
Lesson from EC SENSOR project: focusing on and using real time decision-making and real examples important to ground-truth ‘principles’ and concepts; having actual case studies can help to actually make progress rather than just discuss things.  Problem focused. R1 observed that in the SENSOR project the conceptual phase wasn’t very satisfactory (“there was so much complication of vocabulary and concepts” and “going round circles for years”) but when dealing with a real decision making system the ‘research’ become more relevant and easy.
‘Values’ – Definitions and Context
Within FR’s Social and Economic Research Group (SERG) we seem to draw on slightly different literatures and projects based on our own disciplinary training, career paths and interests.

R3 (general themes to definition of ‘values’ based on pre-meeting responses to action point): “something that matters”, “is important”, “is longer-term”, “more enduring”, “values are often not explicitly stated”.  R7 added that unlike ‘preferences’ values may not always be directly reflected in action.  R3 gave example of citizens’ reaction to the proposed sale of much of the public forest estate; deeply held values about forests and ownership emerged when the status quo was being threatened.  Conflicts and threats bring out values.
Participants used a wide range of frameworks and related or other concepts and terms, such as ‘social capital’ and ‘cultural capital’; this reflects the diversity and complexity of what we define as ‘values’ and how we conceptualise and work with the term. 
R1: Two aspects to ‘values’:

· the way in which people value forests / the values of the forest (e.g. for recreation, aesthetics etc)

· deeply held values such as fairness etc in connection with decisions and experiences about woodlands etc, and it is those values that are ‘core’ (democracy, freedom, fairness).
Social Psychology literature defines ‘values’, ‘attitudes’, ‘preferences’, ‘actions’ and ‘beliefs’.  R6 argued that we sort of draw on this but did not explicitly mention this literature (e.g. Theory of Reasoned Action, Theory of Planned Behaviour).  R7 noted that Social Psychology is in many ways akin to (more neo-classical) economics in adopting a relatively narrow definition (as part of a schematic framework to explore what influences or drives behaviour), whereas Forest Research’s and other social scientists’ work use values in a broader sense and exploring the complexities.  Also thinking about political perspectives and life style perspectives and links to fundamental ‘beliefs’ or values which are core to individuals and societies.

R6: Values are not unchangeable but generally at the more core and stable end of the spectrum.

N.B. Special issue on values in Current Sociology March 2011 Volume 59, issue 2. See Appendix 1 Values is now back as a topic of research amongst some (cultural) sociologists; they had no common or agreed definition of ‘values’.
R1 thought that work in market research is also relevant; e.g. their work relating to creation of brands; exploiting people’s value systems.
R3 attended a seminar led by the National Office of Statistics in Manchester (Monday 4 April) on “Are national statistics on subjective well-being valid and reliable?” which was about alternatives to GDP etc looking into how to measure well-being.  Measuring of well-being seems very value-related, how we relate to and are bound into the social and natural environment are important factors.  The workshop collected what participants thought were (good) measures of well-being.  Distinguished between ‘objective’ versus ‘subjective’ well-being; similar to ‘values’ as it is something that has to be / is meaningful in your life (not just short-term).  Ethical dimension really important – e.g. regarding future, values.
R7: Value systems e.g. reflected in political parties and environmental decision-making / paths.

R5 contrasted theoretical/conceptual versus more practical/applied/procedural way of thinking about values.  The point of it all tends to come out more in the operational than the conceptual.  Simple but useful checklist in the EC Impact Assessment guidelines is quite useful here for considering and discussing what matters and weighting different aspects in relation to each other.

R6/R5: Does the operationalization of values capture more than trying to understand values using a theoretical and conceptual approach?  What do we lose when we operationalize? What is lost as part of simplification? – Simplification is part of making decisions.  Hard to measure cultural values but we should not write them off.
R1: Wrote report for the Forestry Commission (FC) in 2010 about cultural values and how they are relevant to / should be more accounted for by FC – maybe very different to the way Local Authorities operate and think.  This shows the different institutional and ‘cultural’ contexts.
Question about how Localism Agenda impacts on planners; what is on their radar?  What would be lost if main focus at the local level?

Looking at work done relating to Sustainability Impact Assessment, should we draw out a list of values relating to woodlands that are common to the different value frameworks?  What is important to people?
‘Values’ – How do values relate to other ‘concepts’? What/who has influenced your thinking about values? Is there anything missing / unhelpful / annoying relating to ‘values’ research/work and its use in policy, decision-making and management?

Do we focus too much on value categorisations and too little of how values influence and are influenced by other concepts and processes?  Do we take too static an approach rather than focusing on the linkages and processes?

Linkages between different kinds of values (e.g. economic – cultural and others) but that is only one way to think about it.  Different values don’t have to relate to each other.  Also important to think about linkages between different conceptualisations of values and what is elevated and used and what is side-lined and ignored (e.g. when actually making decisions).  In R1’s experience policy-makers privilege mere economic preferences when it comes to commissioning research, for instance.  Actual policy-making is deeply political, however, and therefore takes more account of cultural and political values than it does of economic preferences.
R3 pointed out that the perception in policy-relevant research circles is that there is a demand for economic values disproportionate to their actual usefulness; other measures may be more meaningful.  R7 added, while generally agreeing with R1’s statement, the Treasury would still view financial/economic values above others?  R1 agreed that all too often evidence is seen too much in the quantitative and economic sense partly to counter-act / balance the perceived complexity of political and other values.  There needs to be a better middle ground in the ‘evidence’ for decision-making in terms of quantitative and qualitative evidence; figures and values.  Crux of it is what constitutes ‘rational evidence’?  How should/can qualitative research evidence be applied?
R6:  “Policy making is and should be political based on evidence of various sorts.”
We would not want policy-makers to make decisions based on rational economic evidence as we have a wide range of competing interests.  R1: Economic evidence is privileged; e.g. reflected in the proximity and rank of economists in agencies and society.  The point is to encourage policy-makers not to make decisions based on their own (and wider ‘perceived’ but still too narrow) values but in the interest of the actual range and emphasis of societal values and how that process of informing the decision-making and policy process of those social and cultural perspectives should occur.  R4: diverse interests in society and different prioritisation – hence we need political debate.  Informed political discussion and decision-making is the best we can hope for.  If this would be applied to the planning and governance of the RUF, we’d make a big stride.
R7: Are the range of different values and qualitative evidence recognised but still marginalised or simply added-on in actual decision-making and political processes?  I.e. are cultural (and other core) values side-lined?  E.g. Assessment of ecosystem services under the UK National Ecosystem Assessment (NEA) relegated cultural aspects as an add-on rather than a pervasive thread that influences all sorts of other values, uses and perspectives. Frustration expressed by those who were tasked to lead that section; draft NEA expected to be available in spring 2011.
R5: Differentiate between ‘economic values’ and ‘economic evidence’; example of FC Wales who are quite pro-active about environmental/climate change and are a case study in the EC project MOTIVE.  Attempt to diversify forests and make them more resilient – which means a reduced direct economic value (less income from harvested high quality timber) in the short-term but expected to be beneficial in the longer-term.  They would like to get economic evidence that resilient forestry / forests better than practice as usual.  Policy decision-making did not require economic value in deciding to go that way but would like to produce/see economic evidence. [N.B. are we at times actually meaning financial rather than economic?!]
R5: Report by Bob Crabtree on evaluating one of the challenge funds for establishing trees; used cost-benefit analysis (CBA), quantifying recreational and biodiversity value along with timber value.  It totally accepted that it could only get so far; e.g. Willingness to Pay (WTP) is a very weak method… but showed interesting results. Need supplement CBA with qualitative research as to the context and answers to why?
R1: Problem of how these reports get interpreted by policy-makers. E.g. ROAME statements with 7 criteria for ranking research problems; one of the criteria was pervasiveness and another cost-benefit; the committee always ignored everything else except for the CBA data.
R3: Forestry and People guidelines developed in recognition of the economic aspects being too narrow and partial.  Maybe worth following up with other colleagues, R8, R9 and R10, on their interviews with FC staff and their use of social research.  One of the findings was that FC staff appreciated case studies; they were seen as really useful in illustrating issues.
R2: She was interviewed as part of this study; feels that people want figures because they are easier to compare than qualitative data.  Issue of non-comparability [R7: but also of incommensurability – see e.g. work by John O’Neill].
R4 (drawing on his work on monitoring and evaluation): Inherent need for simplicity in the final stage of decision-making.  Numbers are more attractive than a complicated line of argument and debate.  Danger though that quantitative elements always receive more attention than deliberations; e.g. writing up workshops and listing indicators and how they get weighted… always the danger of the time pressure and reduced perspective; easier to focus on something ‘clear’(numerical) to base a definition on.

R1 (drawing on his work in Seville): Decision-makers are defensive.  Decision-makers have to sustain their decisions through numerous iterations of justifications; again quantitative data easier here to defend, seemingly.
R4: Qualitative data often shows up complexity; we can always find something or someone else backing up a different point – hence does not stand up as much when having to defend decisions.  R1: but could be different – complexity makes the decision and context more real; could argue that someone who grabbled with and then came up with a particular outcome/recommendation is better than just basing it on a number or financial value.
R6: Sees decisions as outcomes of processes not as made at a specific point in time.  Can use more than ‘piece of evidence’ to defend decisions; e.g. draw on networks, social ties.  Example of old boys’ network in a smoky room versus how we make decisions nowadays.  It is about learning (e.g. from case studies) and experience.
R1: Tried to ground this general debate to more specific applications and examples; here the use of a complex model and the issue of transparency (see Seville Report).  In Seville as part of SENSOR, they found that complex model had convinced a decision-maker of its usefulness but it was too complex for him to defend this model in front of colleagues and make all the assumptions transparent.  Therefore a very good but complex model was replaced by a shallow model that everyone understood but gave much poorer results.  This highlights the need for extracting clear messages from models and capturing key stages in a simpler format for wider dissemination and transparency.
In relation to RUF, we could consider where to site a new supermarket or where to have (maintain, extend, create) greenspace or some other spatial planning decisions, to help us think through issues.
Designations and the power of maps

R1: Power of designations (e.g. areas of outstanding natural beauty or historical significance), maps and preconceptions – so a lot is already set down from the beginning of a planning process.  This places ‘walls’ into decision-making and focuses on smaller parcels rather than a holistic picture (e.g. focus of attention on Special Areas of Conservation and SSSIs and conflicts these can trigger between land use planning bodies and environmental agencies, different interest groups).  Designations can be too dominant in land use planning.
R6: Example of recent peri-urban deer project which used GIS to layer SSSIs, areas where road accidents with deer happened, agricultural land (feeding ground) and lots of other things - but did not feel they got a handle on this.  Problems included different scales and resolutions; non-commensurability of scales; difficulties in mapping what is being valued (e.g. some value deer in their ‘local environment’ but how can that be put down on a map?).  So what they did they extracted statements such as if people value deer in their local environment, then we have to protect certain landscapes / conditions for deer.
R1: Where is there scope for the claims by local communities to enter into this landscape of power (through designations and institutionalised processes) and how will these different claims be balanced? – How will they be heard and find ears in the existing power landscape?  R6: Need to create new institutional arrangements.

R3: E.g. creation of new National Park has involved wide range of stakeholders and citizens; discussion on boundaries and then what able and not able to do… and this is on top of existing layer of designations. What will count most?

R6: Legitimacy of SSSIs changed and hence after a phase of creating them there was a big gap.  Some past designations imposed on the landscape with zero public consultation.
R1: “I think this is a good discussion because the participation / public involvement discussion very often ignores the power landscape, and integrating the two would be really valuable.”

The term ‘power landscape’ includes existing designations and organisations that have jurisdictions over these areas.  E.g. Newbury case study where CCW (land owner) taken to court (European Law) and didn’t do very well and public opinion came out top.
BAO observed that the examples here are all rural, so the complexity of the RUF is not being addressed.  The power landscape in the RUF is even more dynamic and difficult to unravel, not least because of the institutional divisions between rural and urban planning processes and approaches.

R7 raised issue of ‘ordinary landscapes’ and their significance for the daily work and enjoyment by people.  R1 thought that the European Landscape Convention (ELC) is largely on the radar of planners, not so much the Forestry Commission.  Designations arose from planning and environmental movement (R3, R1, R7).  ELC is now a plea for all landscapes and holistic planning approach.
Definition of RUF

R4: “I don’t really know what a rural-urban fringe looks like.”
A lot of Woods in and around Towns (WIAT) projects are areas where the town meets the countryside (which can serve as a definition of the RUF).  WIAT used population densities and level of deprivation for defining/picking project areas.
R6: Peri-urban deer project used peri-urban to mean anywhere between Glasgow and Edinburgh.

R1 distinguishes between rural and urban forestry in terms of livelihood/wellbeing benefits, proximity and population size:

· Rural woodland = large woodland with economic interest near small populations
· Urban woodland = small woodland of recreational interest near large population

However, actually most forests are now in between these two concepts; e.g. recreational interest and access in more remote woodlands has become more significant; urban forestry concept is coming to rural spaces.  How forests are used and their economic significance is defining.

Need a pragmatic approach which may vary between different projects and areas…

30 min LUNCH BREAK
Decision-making approaches and techniques - What could be improved / should be changed?

The discussion largely took a Local Authority level perspective (introduced by R1).
Is decision-making even more complicated in the RUF as compared with city or rural? There are lots of different stakeholders.  What sort of decisions are we looking at?  What is taken into account?
[To help us contextualise our discussion:] Relevant issues to the RUF includes energy (wind, methane, even nuclear – e.g. Heysham, Lancashire and near Bristol), waste depository and processing location; land uses such as new developments of housing/ new settlements, peri-urban forestry; flood management; high speed transport links and transport corridors.  Thames Gateway as an example of the RUF – new housing etc., unfortunately all proposed within the floodplain.
In relation to ecosystem services generally and DEFRA’s economic valuations of ecosystem services and now progressing to participatory and deliberative techniques to value ecosystem services
 (recently published review of methods
) – where and how do these efforts fit into the planning system?  Developments like these have an impact assessment, a form of appraisal system.

In the British context Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is narrow and instrumental and too mono-dimensional (limited to ecological dimension).  Some European applications of EIA seem to be much more progressive and holistic in comparison - shows the importance of boundary setting (not setting it to narrowly).  Crucially, there is a transition to ‘fuzzy boundaries’ and considering flows of goods and services rather than fixed boundaries.  This is particularly helpful in overcoming rural-urban division and for peri-urban infrastructure and planning.  Also SEA and overarching IA (European Directive, ’sustainable’ was dropped in the title), but all seem to be relatively narrowly framed.  Did not have enough knowledge in the group as to who is responsible for these measures?  Are they always carried out / commissioned and appraised by Local Authority, and other levels of authority of the member state?
Note by R7 that this workshop did not always clearly distinguish between POLICY impact assessment and PROJECT impact assessment (latter carried out by developers; project proposers).
Look at 2009 guidelines on Impact Assessment (IA) in terms of what values are covered and what methods proposed.  Includes comprehensive list of impacts for the three pillars of sustainability.
 See also Appendix 2.  Note that the term is IA not Sustainable Impact Assessment – ‘sustainable’ got dropped somewhere on route.
Separate health and social impact assessments used to sometimes complement environmental assessment.  In USA, Association for Social Impact Assessment, SIA established and much bigger there.  Sustainability Assessment aims to integrate the different assessments.

R5: Regulatory impact assessments relates to competitiveness – reduce admin burden for businesses; going to research impact assessment as part of EC project NORTOSIA relating to forestry
 – will carry out this work over the coming few months.
R4: How do various organisations gather data to inform their decisions about development in the RUF? – Needs some institutional analysis.  Expect that to be quite varied approaches.  R6: The Environment Agency (EA) use quite specific and very economic/cost-centric approach to their decision-making; lack of social aspects and values; their assessments on flood defences relate to cost of buildings and the economic values of infrastructure. Again, very narrow approach.
FC/FR looks at underused and neglected land and proximity to deprived areas and access opportunities; e.g. Woodlands in and around Towns (WIAT)
 and Social outcomes through Investment in Forestry tool (SIFT)
 look at high social need (e.g. social index of deprivation used).  The values selected are data driven – relying on data that is already available; rather than ‘ideal‘ information.  Decision-making tools are to assist investment decisions: therefore relating to money available and looking at value added.  FC Public Benefit Recording System (Keith Jones, FC North-West Region) was mentioned as an example, but it is very formulaic and quantitative to assess regeneration of areas, focusing on particular communities.
R1: Green Book
 often used but Magenta Book
, in comparison, not known about and used enough; it is supposed to supplement the green book and details social research methods for use e.g. in policy appraisal and evaluation.  R5: Magenta book is often seen as a more enlightened approach than CBA (Green Book) while R6 views the Magenta Book as a very big Standard Operational Procedure (SOP) with a bigger focus on methods rather than providing guidance on value judgements.

R6: Associated problem, qualitative data is often largely presented as percentage responses to certain questions rather than analysing underlying/relevant values or how to then decide between competing interests or values.  Does not help us which values are in and which are out.

RESEARCH QUESTION: Ask decision-makers whether they use the Magenta Book and how they go about actual decision-making, what sources of information do they seek and draw on? [R7: aren’t there are already some articles about how decision-makers make decisions published?!]
R2: Look at values inherent in the planning system and decisions; e.g. “development in woodland is wrong”.  Development in Hill Holt Wood
 (a forestry and social enterprise initiative) took several years of working with/convincing of planners.  Development that has taken place is very positive for community (economic and social) and the environment.  Value-based judgement.  There is a strong cultural influence on planning premises, e.g. ‘no development in woodlands’.  Is this a particularly British viewpoint?  It reflects the type of planning system and institutional planning culture we have but may also represent a clash or divergence between institutional and societal cultures.

R6: Issues of scale important; e.g. small woodland owners scale issue again: example above more farmer Giles type of level rather than waste disposal.

R1 Working with an organisation trying to establish a Forest School in Somerset, which Somerset County Council oppose (their narrow definition of forestry is counterproductive):

“Somerset County Council has said that forestry consists of the planting and harvesting of timber; any other non-forestry activity in the woodland requires planning permission.”
Forestry Commission and FR research relating to RUF and decision-making includes projects to do with land use change and community forestry, e.g. WIAT, Newlands, Cyd Coed.  They encompass a large diversity of sites/projects in terms of ownership composition (public FC, public LA, private, charitable), proposed developments and site characteristics.  Looked at how decisions are made within FC regarding which projects get funded?  What are the criteria?
P1 and P2 [both senior FC Scotland staff] have used criteria for evaluating schemes to be funded under the WIAT and ‘Forestry for People’ challenge funds; they think these criteria held up and worked well (see Appendix 3 for list of criteria).  What made them so confident? What was the process to reach those criteria? (e.g. influence/interpretation of the Scottish Forestry Strategy) What was included in terms of ‘cultural’ criteria?  They ranked the applications into outright rejection, outright acceptance and the middle ground which was the most difficult to evaluate.  R5 suggested that in the ‘grey’ area, elements such as the politics of the site, preferences or experience, lobbying etc. would influence the final decision where the initial criteria/scoring system wasn’t sophisticated enough to help decision (e.g. equal scores between projects).

P1 and P2 seemed satisfied that they picked the right projects even though the focus of WIAT has changed over the years and broadened from a well-being focus to also encompass economic and environmental goals.  Cut-off point of areas for WIAT funding to improve existing woodlands was somewhat arbitrary and related to population size (2,000 people); having that criteria made then the selection relatively straightforward.  Others in the workshop felt a bit more critical about this process and confidence.  R1 mentioned case where FC purchased and took over the management of a forest and discussions with local communities about the forest only took place after the purchase decision regarding the management of this site.  He felt this was too late; no involvement in the actual purchase decision.
Peri-urban and RUF woodlands can look trashed and be heavily littered, yet have very high value and meaning to local people.  Different perceptions and values about the woodland and the way it should look by e.g. FR staff and locals, or citizens from different socio-economic and cultural backgrounds.  E.g. R5 was shocked by extent of litter in the woods at Easterhouse (near Glasgow), but the catchment survey showed that most local people thought their local environment is good or excellent. – Why? Because woodland was accessed and used; just having it there is important, and locals recommended people visited the woodland.  R3 added the point that planting or improving local woodland near deprived areas does not necessarily visibly turn around that deprived area.
Has reflective learning and adaptive management occurred?  For WIAT, for example, there was a development from Phase 1 – broad aims but main focus on physical improvements, bringing back neglected woodlands into active management, to Phase 2 - health and well-being, to Phase 3 again a broader focus. However, not sure whether this change/progression was in response to Scottish and wider European policy or whether due to project-related insights.

Policy-driven criteria for decision-making are alright as long as policies are ‘good ‘and quite holistic; but also depends on specific angle of selected criteria.  Whether ‘culture’ is included in decision-making criteria partly depends on what exactly we mean by ‘cultural’?  For example, ecosystem services and sub-category of ‘cultural services’ was not yet widely talked about or on the policy horizon when the Scottish Forestry Strategy (SFS) was put together but the SFS takes quite a holistic and balanced view across social, economic and environmental policy areas. 

‘Cultural values’ in planning and ecosystem assessments.  How are cultural values accounted for in spatial/regional/local planning?  How are cultural values accounted for in ecosystem assessments

R1: “Heritage is about ruins rather than about active culture [talking about Scottish Natural Heritage…] they do talk largely about ruins, if you look at the guidelines it’s about old historical relics of what might be on site, rather than talking to local communities about what the cultural meaning of the site is. […] The current cultural meaning ought to be assessed …”
R1: “Currently I don’t see any cultural impact assessment in the system.”
R3: “There is a problem with ecosystem services and cultural services because of the way it is defined in the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.  It says things like ’recreation’, and ‘spiritual’ and ‘aesthetic’…”
R1: “It does say ‘cultural’ in there, it just doesn’t unpack it.”
R3: “I would say rather than ‘cultural’, it should be broader ‘socio-cultural’ services; we could get too hung up about the cultural versus social.”
Jacquie Burgess had proposed to include ‘place’ and ‘inspiration’, ‘learning’, ‘tourism’ … in the cultural dimension of ecosystem services as part of the national assessment that is in progress (but faced opposition).

R1: “I think the cultural factors influence the perceptions of aesthetic landscapes; but having said that, in most other respects there is no link.  A cultural landscape is not the same things as an aesthetic landscape.”  [2, 1:01:30]

Is it OK that ‘cultural values’ are implicit in other criteria? Or should it always be explicit?  There is a danger of culture being too narrowly interpreted or always assumed to be part of other categories.
There are cultural practices and meanings attached to forest recreation; e.g. mountain-bike cultures, walking cultures, bird-watching culture, all this is implicit.  Can we think of cultural meanings which are likely to fall through the net?  Which criteria would we wish to see added/addressed?

R6: In the peri-urban deer project survey question linked deer to Scottish identity and Norman was amazed how many agreed with this and identified with this.

Lake District seen as a cultural landscape (e.g. in writings of Wordsworth, Coleridge, Beatrice Potter); if FC came in with different approach and language that was disconnected with this cultural context then that would be seen as negative.  Nothing to do specifically with aesthetics, though in the 1970s and 80s often linked to aesthetics, but is actually to do with cultural integrity of the area.  But there is a link between cultural perspective and aesthetics.
Even forest plantations can become part of the cultural landscape through e.g. recreational uses and meaning that the forest has accumulated across the local populations and visitors.  The proposed sale of part/most of the public forest estate in England mobilised a lot of lobbying by many citizens, including many mountain bikers.
R5: “I wonder to what extent is the rural urban fringe ever a particularly valued cultural landscape?  Of course you could say that every landscape is a cultural landscape. I am trying hard to imagine the rural urban fringe, trying to imagine the one around Edinburgh…”
Going back to the discussion around the European Landscape Convention, should we only preserve the cultural in privileged landscapes or should we assess the culture in all landscapes?

Joint landscape characteristics assessment is 15 years old but now revisited and developed more holistically (see also report by Paul Tabbush, footnote 12).
Cultural landscapes, heritage; cultural heritage of ‘rural’ characteristics and areas (e.g. Scottish hills, lochs etc) versus more urban, densely populated and (ex-)industrial areas (such as mining area around Sheffield), and recently created / changes in landscapes such as the New Forest.  RUF is everything across the continuum.
What should be improved / can we change?

R7: “We now have a different appreciation of what is meaningful to people, therefore we have to change the way we make decisions and maybe have a more explicit cultural values system.”

R1: “Yes, I think so. It’s a dimension that has been rather missed. It’s flagged up in the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment but then never unpacked anywhere; nobody has really looked at how you do this.  And it’s not to say that all cultural values have to be frozen, they have to be traded.” [2, 1:12:35]
Development that is unsympathetic to cultural integrity: For example, R1 mentioned BAO’s experience of some places in India she has visited over the past 15 years and which now look like more like down-town Manhattan; original Indian town-/landscape has been changed.  But again, that portrays a certain perspective and maybe modern Indian citizens do wish to have this transformation and that to them is then ‘Indian’ and meaningful…; preservation versus development.  – These transitions are ok as long as the decisions have been informed rather than ad hoc or ‘blinkered economic’ without a cultural appraisal; should be more holistic and explicit consideration.
Cultural context not a given but is actually cultural context in the eyes of certain individuals or a group.  - Can be varied just like’ publics’.  Culture is not yet enough out there as a topic to be negotiated as part of policy or project impact assessments.  And when there is a process, there is a danger of disproportionately included/excluded voices in that process of defining cultural meaning or value. Culture is not a given but has to be negotiated and revealed; this requires participatory and inclusive processes.
R1:” Culture is not in the landscapes, it is in people’s heads and in the landscape.”
Definitions of the terms ‘value’ and ‘culture’ are very diverse and contested.  Some find it easy to talk about it, others not or prefer to talk about it in different terms.  What language do people use? Would they use ‘recreation’, ‘health’ or ‘economic’, and not culture?  Elicitation of values the way values are framed by policy people or academics may be ‘foreign’; needs meaningful and context-sensitive ways to elicit, and negotiate, ‘cultural values’.
RESEARCH QUESTION: What is lost in policy and development decisions if we don’t consider ‘cultural values’?
What do we lose by not making culture explicit.  Would we get better decisions if we did take account of it? E.g. in stakeholder consultation focus specifically on cultural values and what they would be.

Look at England arguing about PFE sell off.  Very strong views about values of forests.  Predominantly expressed in terms of access rather than culture – as what does it mean? So ’cultural values’ may be expressed in different ways.

Brief reflection on ‘learning’ outcomes of this workshop
R5: Like the question ‘what annoys you about values?’ – made him start scribbling notes.  Government proposing methods and tools, such as MCA, and these then being expected to be unproblematicly being taken up and used.  R5 is interested in how real decisions are being made and how to improve that process.  Improve decision-making at multiple levels in a transparent way – research into environmental governance.  Valuation of ecosystems and their services seems to him as wasted and missing the point.  How are values used in decision-making?
R1: Decision-makers don’t have individual power positions but shuffle with different lobbying and pulls and pushes; different degrees of freedom.  What are the degrees of freedom and the space of the decision-maker for decision-making?  
R4: This is critical as to the extent decision-makers can account for cultural values – whether or not it is part of their remit.
R3: Is the term ‘cultural’ holding us back? Do we have to be more explicit about what is part of ‘culture’ and ‘cultural’?  This goes beyond monument and historical.

R2: This then also links to how to operationalise ‘cultural values’ in decision-making.  Term sounds very academic how to make it understood more widely and practically relevant at the decision-making and planning levels?
R1: Lyme Woods example – gap if not an ancient monument or nothing in the statutory designation or something.  Newburgh example, no reference to woodland in the SAC designation but only mention and identified as shifting sand dunes – totally ignored the woodland on top of the sand dunes as if the trees weren’t present.
R7: If there is no legal or institutional reference point it may be more difficult to bring certain values and issues to the policy and decision-making table.  Lack of institutional recognition of cultural value.  Importance of legal definitions (what is mentioned, what is not?).
R1: The European Landscape Convention making wider ‘cultural value’ now happen slowly… Statement of Significance developed by David Russell for National Trust (NT), originally developed for forests the applied across NT properties. 
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Appendix 2: Impact Assessment – Rationale

European Level

Source: http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/index_en.htm [accessed 18 April 2011]

Impact Assessment

Before the European Commission proposes new initiatives it assesses the potential economic, social and environmental consequences that they may have. Impact assessment is a set of logical steps which helps the Commission to do this. It is a process that prepares evidence for political decision-makers on the advantages and disadvantages of possible policy options by assessing their potential impact.

In brief
· The Commission believes that the most effective way of improving the quality of new policy proposals is by making those people who are responsible for policy development also responsible for assessing the impact of what they propose. 

· To this end, the Commission has rolled out a wide-ranging impact assessment system. It is based on an integrated approach which analyses both benefits and costs, and addresses all significant economic, social and environmental impacts of possible new initiatives. 

· This approach ensures that all relevant expertise within the Commission is used, together with inputs from stakeholders. In doing so, it also enhances the coherence of initiatives across policy areas. 

· The Commission's system is both accountable and transparent. It strives for full involvement of stakeholders. All impact assessments and all opinions of the Impact Assessment Board on their quality are published online once the Commission has adopted the relevant proposal. 

· Impact assessment also helps to explain why an action is necessary at the EU level and why the proposed response is an appropriate choice. It may of course also demonstrate why no action at the EU level should be taken.

UK Level

Source: http://www.ialibrary.berr.gov.uk/; 

Government is required to carry out assessments of the likely costs, benefits and impacts of any legislation it implements that affects businesses, public sector front-line staff or those working for charities or voluntary organisations. This is carried out using Impact Assessments (IAs).

The Impact Assessment Library site (http://www.ialibrary.berr.gov.uk/links/) offers access to summaries of the final Impact Assessments published from 1st April 2008. Full Impact Assessments can also be accessed; i.e. full access to the evidence base used to justify the need to regulate, including details of the options that were considered and discarded as well as assessment of the impacts to race, equality, disability, the environment etc.

Link to Impact Assessment Guidance document (10pp): http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file44544.pdf
Appendix 3: WIAT Grants Allocation Criteria
Scores for each question/criteria are on a scale from 0 to 10 (different to site selection criteria)

General criteria:

1. Has a holistic approach to the management of the woodland and ownership been demonstrated?

2. Do threats to the woodland exist and have they been identified and been mitigated against?

3. To what extent does the proposal fit with the outcomes and objectives of the Scottish Forestry Strategy?
4. To what extent is the woodland integrated within the urban area?

5. To what extent does the proposal protect and improve the biodiversity of the woodland?

6. What evidence of stakeholder support did the proposal demonstrate?
Specific ‘Forestry for People’ project funding criteria:
· To what extent does the proposal fit with the outcomes and objectives of the Scottish Forestry Strategy?
· To what extent does the proposal provide opportunities for people to get involved in learning activities in the woodland?
· Does the proposal involve people living locally and/or local community groups?

· To what extent does the proposal improve opportunities for woodland recreation?

· Does the proposal provide opportunities for health improvement in woodlands?

· To what extent does the proposal benefit socially excluded groups?
· What evidence of stakeholder support does the proposal demonstrate?

Criteria for F4P and WIAT challenge funds (uses score of 0-20, i.e. economic criteria are weighted more):
· To what extent do the costs appear realistic?
· To what extent does the proposal provide value for public money?
· To what extent does partnership funding support the proposal? (How much the partners of the project are prepared to put in compared with the FC/challenge fund money sought)
· To what extent is the proposal likely to benefit people from socially deprived communities?
There is also a separate guiding document that lists examples of high and low scoring schemes/examples.
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